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Research problem: While subject analyses of research topics have been conducted on Library and 
Information Science (LIS) and Archives and Records Management (ARM) research internationally, such 
analyses of New Zealand literature are rare, and those that exist are limited to only a part of the 
literature.  Overall, there is very little written analysing LIS and ARM research in New Zealand, and few 
prior studies analysing the subject trends of New Zealand LIS and ARM research literature.   
 
Methodology: A priori content analysis was conducted of a purposefully selected sample of research 
literature.  Journal articles and conference papers from New Zealand LIS and ARM professional 
journals and conference proceedings, from the period 2004 to 2014 were selected, and the topics of 
research were categorized using Zins’ (2007) Classification Scheme of Information Science.  These 
were then analyzed to determine which research topics are currently receiving the most interest at 
present, which are receiving the least attention at present, and how the topics researched have 
changed and developed over time. 
 
Results:  It was found that the research topics of most focus were consistently Information Industry 
Economics and Management and Information/Learning Society.  Conversely, the topics receiving the 
least attention were Diffusion Studies, which did not receive any research attention, and 
Methodology, which consistently received very low research attention.  There were also several other 
observable changes in the topics of research focus in the literature, with a decline in the topics of Data 
Organization and Retrieval, Foundations of Information Science, Social Information Science and User 
Studies, and an increase in Information Ethics and Law and Information Technology.   
 
Implications: This research enables researchers to identify research topics of interest, as well as gaps 
in New Zealand LIS and ARM research literature.  New Zealand researchers will be able to identify new 
research topics to enrich the current body of knowledge, and identifying topics of high activity can 
have important implications for strategic planning in research and research policy.  Researchers in 
other countries can also use this study to conduct similar studies to explore research literature trends 
in their own setting, and add to the existing international LIS body of knowledge.   
 
Keywords: Content analysis, subject analysis, research, library and information studies (LIS), archives 
and records management (ARM). 
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New Zealand Published LIS and ARM Research, 2004 – 2014: 
A Subject Analysis 
 
1. Research Problem 
 
1.1. Problem Statement 
Library and Information Science (LIS) and Archives and Record Management (ARM) are academic, 
intellectual, and professional disciplines, with members active in research and practice, and global 
fields of research standards, networks and distribution.  The two fields have, in recent years, 
experienced significant research growth and development in all parts of the world, and there is 
considerable output spanning a diverse range of subfields, and a correlating expansion of scholarly 
journals, newsletters, and conferences dedicated to reporting the results of this research (Kim & Lee, 
2008; Larivière et al., 2012).  While in the early development of the field, LIS and ARM research in New 
Zealand lagged considerably behind that in North America, the United Kingdom, and neighbouring 
Australia, the level of research in New Zealand has steadily increased, and research being published is 
increasing rapidly (Calvert & Cullen, 1996; Du et al., 2014; Khoo et al., 2009).  The Library and 
Information Association of New Zealand’s (LIANZA) Research Special Interest Group provides a 
meeting point for interested researchers and holds regular sessions at LIANZA conferences, and the 
LIANZA has its own professional journal which publishes local research.  Likewise, the Archives and 
Records Association of New Zealand (ARANZ) encourages research on the preservation and use of 
archives and records, and works to promote the publication of the results of this research – 
predominantly in their own professional journal and at their annual conferences (ARANZ, 2009; 
Wilsted, 2002).  Research methods papers and a research project have been added to the curriculum 
of the Master of Information Studies at Victoria University of Wellington, which has resulted in many 
more LIS and ARM professionals graduating with improved research skills (Calvert, 2014; Calvert & 
Cullen, 1996; Chawner, 2013; Finnie et al., 2000; LIANZA, 2015c; Turner, 2002; Wilsted, 2002).  For LIS 
and ARM professionals such as Cornelius (1997), Hall (2010; 2011), Luo (2011), Powell et al. (2002) 
and Watson-Boone (2000), research is a reflexive part of their work, facilitating professional reflection 
and development, and is an integral aspect of doing professional work. 
 
However, researchers such as Larivière et al. (2012) and Tuomaala et al. (2014) have identified the LIS 
field as a whole as lacking comprehensive subject analyses of published research, particularly 
considering how the field has evolved, and assert that there is a need for systematic content analysis 
of research topics in the current LIS research literature.  While subject analyses of research topics have 
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been conducted on LIS research internationally (including in the comparable research environments 
of United States, United Kingdom, and Australia), analyses of New Zealand LIS literature are rare, and 
those that exist are limited to only a part of the literature (see Finnie et al. (2000; Turner (2002).  
Generally, there is very little written on the undertaking of LIS research in New Zealand, and no prior 
studies analysing the subject trends of New Zealand LIS research literature.  The ARM field is even less 
studied, with few subject analyses conducted on ARM research internationally (see Onyancha et al. 
(2010), and in New Zealand, only one study able to be located (Bakker, 1998), which conducted a 
content analysis of ARM research in the Archifacts journal in the period from 1977 to 1996. 
 
1.2. Rationale for Study 
Historically, New Zealand, as in other countries, such as Australia, the United States and the United 
Kingdom, has long seen LIS and ARM professionals professionally aligned (McCausland, 2011; Ryan & 
Lomas, 2007).  As disciplines, LIS and ARM seek to create comprehensive bodies of knowledge related 
to the storage, transmission, organization, management, and use of information.  This includes both 
theoretical components which inquire into the field, and practical components which develop, 
innovate or solve problems in services and products - for example, those related to information 
retrieval, classification and indexing, management and provision of information services, and teaching 
or training information professionals (Haddow & Klobas, 2004; Hjørland, 2000; Klobas & Clyde, 2010; 
McNicol & Dalton, 2004; Ryan & Lomas, 2007).   
 
Over time, the LIS and ARM fields have evolved, and increasingly no longer focus only on traditional 
aspects of librarianship and archival studies, but rather, have matured into a variety of 
multidisciplinary fields, incorporating areas such as information technology, education, 
communication, law, management, and archives and record management (Biggs, 1991; Bronstein, 
2007; Buckland, 1986; Busha & Harter, 1980; Couture & Doucharme, 2005; Gingras & Larivière, 2010; 
Ham, 1994; Julien et al., 2011; Logan & Hsieh-Yee, 2001).  These developments, as well as 
technological developments in the field (primarily digitisation) have brought the LIS and ARM fields 
increasingly closer together. 
 
Like many areas, New Zealand has been affected by changes in the information landscape, which has 
in turn led to its information industries facing a rapidly changing environment. The most significant 
changes include new and more flexible ways of publishing; new formats of information resources; 
changing ideas about the access to, use of, and relationships between, information resources; and 
increased user familiarity with searching, and corresponding changes in users’ information 
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behaviours.  In addition, the vast increase in information resources of all types (both published and 
unpublished), the consequent challenges of managing these resources, and a new and increasing 
range of search and discovery tools that provide competition for libraries and archival institutions all 
present challenges (Ashcroft & McIvor, 2000; Bronstein, 2007; Du et al., 2014; Logan & Hsieh-Yee, 
2001; Onyancha et al., 2015; McCausland, 2011; Spink & Heinström, 2012).  Ultimately, these changes 
have affected both the role of libraries and archival institutions in the wider community, and the LIS 
and ARM professionals within them.  Accordingly, professionals in these fields now need to be highly 
competent in technology and web-based tools, organizing and finding content, and the provision of 
niche products and services.  In a period of rapid change, it is therefore important that LIS 
professionals are adequately up-to-date with the fast changing information landscape (Cossham, 
2013; Cossham et al., 2014; New Zealand Association of Public Library Managers, 2012; National 
Library of New Zealand, 2007).   
 
Larivière et al. (2012) and Ryan & Lomas (2007) assert that the LIS and ARM research literature mirrors 
the fields’ academic and practical concerns and trends, and as such, analyses of research literature are 
valuable because they summarize research findings of multiple studies, provide indications of trends 
in topics of interest and discover consistent or inconsistent trends, assess the scholarly maturity of the 
area, and evaluate the responsiveness of authors to concerns or criticisms about work in specific area 
(Buttlar, 1991; Feehan et al., 1987; Julien et al., 2011; Kuhn, 1962; McClure & Bishop, 1989; Saxton, 
2006; Turcios et al., 2014).  They contribute to the overall knowledge of the fields, how they have 
evolved, and how they may evolve in the future (Tuomaala et al., 2014).  McKeon and Williams (1997) 
assert that information studies professional journals provide an outlet for serious reflective writing, 
adding significantly to the body of knowledge in New Zealand.  Frame (1999) also observes that 
amongst the marks of a profession are the continual re-examination of old assumptions and a quest 
for new knowledge, and dissemination of new information, theories, and opinions to the members of 
the profession.  As such, she states that professional journals should reflect all aspects of the LIS 
professional endeavors in this country, promoting inquiring, informative, contemplative, and 
provocative writing, measuring new political, economic and social trends against our traditional ideas 
and values, evaluating new technological developments and their impact on our ways of doing things, 
and encouraging professionals to take part in intellectual debate.   
 
Frame (1999) also argues that while access to international literature is vital, it is also necessary to 
have New Zealand publications and forums to publish New Zealand produced research, and which 
reflect our bicultural heritage and our unique history and situation.  In addition, Naseer & Mahmood 
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(2014) and Onyancha et al. (2015) have observed that researchers in different regions focus on 
different topics, and Aina & Mooko (1999), Du et al. (2014), Childers (1990), Hernon (1989), Ryan & 
Lomas (2007), and Van House (1991) have noted a tendency for LIS researchers to investigate and 
analyse their own regions’ research and applied practices.  Accordingly, the findings of this study will 
present New Zealand and international LIS and ARM researchers with the current state of the fields in 
a country whose research has had international impact, but has not been the subject of extensive 
analysis.  As a result of this study, New Zealand researchers will be better equipped to identify gaps in 
the research, and therefore identify new research topics to enrich the current body of knowledge 
(Aina & Mooko, 1999; Du et al., 2014; Julien et al., 2011; McNicol & Dalton, 2004; Tuomaala et al., 
2014). In addition, Uzun (2002) asserts that on a local level, identifying topics of high activity can have 
important implications for strategic planning in research and research policy in a field.  Researchers in 
other countries can also use this study to conduct similar studies to explore research literature trends 
in their own setting, which will add to the existing international LIS body of knowledge (Naseer & 
Mahmood, 2014).  Townley (1991) notes that by conducting local research, information professionals 
can address a local problem, and also contribute to the wider body of knowledge, and development 
of, the profession.  As such, single country studies contribute to the holistic understanding of the wider 
LIS field (Huang & Lin, 2011; Larivière et al., 2012; Sapa, 2007; Schlögl & Stock, 2008; Hu et al., 2011). 
 
1.3. Research Objectives  
The objective of this study is to conduct a subject analysis of research articles published in the New 
Zealand LIS professional journal New Zealand Library and Information Management Journal (Ngā 
pūrongo) (NZLIMJ), the ARM professional journal Archifacts, as well as conference proceedings from 
the LIANZA and ARANZ annual conferences, in the period from 2004 to 2014, to determine: 
  
 Which research topics are receiving the most interest in New Zealand LIS and ARM research 
journals and conference proceedings at present; 
 
 Which research topics are receiving the least attention in New Zealand LIS and ARM research 
journals and conference proceedings at present; 
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1.4.  Research Questions 
This research project addresses the following three research questions: 
 
 Which topics are receiving the most attention in research published in New Zealand LIS and 
ARM journals and conference proceedings (based upon the categories outlined in Zins’ 
Classification Scheme of Information Science)? 
 
 Which topics are receiving the least attention in research published in New Zealand LIS and 
ARM journals and conference proceedings (based upon the categories outlined in Zins’ 
Classification Scheme of Information Science)? 
 
 In what ways have the topics of research focus in New Zealand LIS and ARM journals and 
conference proceedings changed in the period between 1994 and 2014 (based upon the 
categories outlined in Zins’ Classification Scheme of Information Science)? 
 
1.5. Theoretical Framework 
Classification theory is utilized in both the development, and analysis, of classification systems, and 
provides means of structuring and communicating information about a given topic.  It can be applied 
to a variety of textual-analytic approaches, such as content analysis, grounded theory, discourse 
analysis, and conversation analysis (for use in studies, see Abrizah et al., 2013; Aharony, 2009; 2011; 
Asirvatham & Kranthi Kumar, 2001; Attardi et al., 1999; Boholm, 2013; Budd, 2006; Dilevko & 
Gottlieb, 2009; Hider & Pymm, 2008; Järvelin & Vakkari, 1990; Naseer & Mahmood, 2014; and 
Rochester & Vakkari, 2003).  The application of classification theory can involve either breaking down 
extant and elicited texts into categories that are essentially classification systems created and defined 
by the researcher; treating extant texts themselves are explicit or implicit classification systems; or 
applying existing classificatory frameworks to extant and elicited texts (Dilevko & Gottlieb, 2009; 
Fairclough, 2003; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  This study will utilize the latter approach – applying an 
existing classification framework, Zins’ Classification Scheme of Information Science, to analyse New 
Zealand published LIS and ARM research. 
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2. Literature Review 
 
In order to analyse the intellectual and professional evolution of the LIS and ARM fields, subject 
analyses have been conducted by a number of researchers, spanning multiple countries and regions 
(see Åström, 2002; Atkins, 1988; Blessinger and Frasier, 2007; Buttlar, 1991; Davarpanah & Aslekia, 
2008; Ginn, 2003; Hider & Pymm, 2008; Järvelin & Vakkari, 1990; 1993; Julien et al., 2005; 
Koufogiannakis et al., 2004; Kumpulainen, 1999; Milojević et al., 2011; Nour, 1985; Rochester & 
Vakkari, 2003; Zhao & Strotmann, 2008). A variety of approaches have been used, included focusing 
on single publication years, specific geographic locations, the differences between literature published 
by practitioners and by academics, and specific variables such as the use of theory, or specific research 
methods (Julien et al., 2011; Hsu et al., 2015; Kim & Lee, 2008). It is worth noting that content analysis 
research from North America (the United States and Canada) in both LIS and ARM fields are well 
represented in the literature, due to the publication requirements of their faculty status academic 
librarians and archival staff (Avison et al., 2008; Claver et al., 2000; Davies, 2012; McBain et al., 2013). 
However, there is no similar motivation for LIS and ARM professionals to undertake research and 
publication in comparative environments in the United Kingdom, Australia and New Zealand, as LIS 
and ARM professionals are largely employed as professional staff members, rather than faculty, and 
this is reflected in the lower level of research outputs in these countries (Bradley, 2008; Onyancha et 
al., 2015).  In addition, the fields are somewhat hindered by the large proportion of content analyses 
that are now dated, with the majority investigating research published in the 1970s and 1980s (see 
Atkins, 1988; Buttlar, 1991; Feehan et al., 1987; Ingwersen, 1992; Järvelin & Vakkari, 1990; 
Kumpulainen, 1991; Peritz, 1980; Saracevic, 1999; and Vakkari, 1994). Since then, a comparatively 
limited number of content analyses investigating LIS in the 21st century have been performed (see 
Aharony, 2011; Åström, 2002; Milojević et al., 2011; Janssens et al., 2006; Koufogiannakis et al., 2004; 
and Tuomaala et al., 2014).  This is similarly the case for ARM research, which is less represented in 
the literature, and suffers from dated analyses, as observed by researchers such as Onyancha et al. 
(2010) (see for example, Brichford, 1988; Cox, 1987; and Gilliland-Swetland, 1992).  
 
While in early years of the disciplines, specific archives- and library‐oriented activities such as 
appraisal, cataloguing, classification, and preservation featured frequently (Brichford, 1988; Cox, 
1987; Gilliland-Swetland, 1992; Stephens, 1998; and Vakkari, 1994), interest seems to have shifted 
from specific technologies towards knowledge, users, and management, as observed by later 
researchers such as Ashcroft & McIvor (2000), González‐Alcaide et al. (2008), Hjørland (2002), and 
Zhao & Strotmann (2008).  Tuomaala et al. (2014) analysed research articles published in core 
international LIS and ARM journals between 1965 and 2005, and found that since 1985, there has been 
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a decrease in research on methodological research, and an increase in information seeking and 
scientific communication. By 2005, the largest research areas were information storage and retrieval, 
scientific communication, service activities, user education, and information seeking, demonstrating 
a shift in research from organizations themselves, to the end users and developing systems for them. 
These findings were also supported by further studies that have observed the shift from the 
investigation of systems and institutions to investigation of individuals and end users (see González‐
Alcaide et al., 2008; Hjørland, 2002; Vakkari, 1994; Zhao & Strotmann, 2008), as well as studies 
demonstrating a shift in the content of LIS education, from a traditional archives- and library‐focused 
approach to user‐focused approach, including such aspects as information‐seeking behaviors of users, 
equity of access, information society, and information ethics (see Bronstein, 2007; McBain et al., 2013; 
Basefsky, 1999; Coutts, 1997).   Wilson et al. (2011) also analysed journal articles published between 
1967 and 2008, and, in line with international researchers such as Larivière et al. (2012), and found a 
significant shift from library‐related terms to information‐related terms. 
 
Ellis (2012), McNicol & Dalton (2000), and Woods & Booth (2013) (utilizing Koufogiannakis et al.’s 
(2004) methods to examine recent literature in the UK LIS field) found that while the topics researched 
varied depending on the specific concerns of their sector, practical topics that focused on information 
service delivery and its users dominated the research literature. Ellis (2012) conducted a content 
analysis of academic submissions made the 2011 United Kingdom’s Research Assessment Exercises, 
and observed significant changes in emphasis in the research agenda of the discipline. This took the 
form of less interest in historical work, and more focus on information and knowledge management, 
and the dissemination, retrieval and publication of information. These conclusions supported the 
findings of the other United Kingdom researchers, as well as the wider LIS subject analysis literature, 
most notably Järvelin & Vakkari (1993).  Blessinger and Frasier’s (2007) analysis of LIS research journal 
articles between 1994 and 2004, also concluded that researchers and professionals largely remained 
interested in practical issues that face the profession.  The most comprehensive subject analysis is 
Larivière et al. (2012)’s bibliometric study analysing LIS’s first 100 years of research publication in the 
United States. This study found that most notable change during this period was a shift in focus from 
traditional librarianship to information and its use, as had been found in previous studies. 
 
Studies such as Åström (2002); Milojević et al. (2011); González‐Teruel & Abad García (2007) and Zhao 
& Strotmann (2008) have found that information and web technologies are increasingly one of the 
most frequently researched themes within LIS and ARM, and Cronin & Meho (2008) and Larivière et 
al. (2012) have observed that since the 1990s and early 2000s, interdisciplinary relationships between 
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LIS and ARM, and the computer sciences have continued to strengthen.  Ashcroft & McIvor (2000) 
stated that technological advances experienced by the industry showed no sign of slowing, and 
appears that this theme will continue to dominate research priorities for the foreseeable future.  
Together, these studies have supported Saracevic’s (1999) earlier observation that the information 
industry is an increasingly technologically driven discipline. 
 
Kim and Lee (2008) explored ARM research trends from 2001 to 2004, and found that the research 
could be grouped into seven main subject categories – digital libraries and digital archiving 
technologies; online resources and finding aids; archives and archivists; legal and political issues; 
electronic records and technical issues; records and information management; and email and 
information professionals.  Additionally, they observed a dynamic change in the research themes, 
from traditional single-subject areas, to emerging, complex subject areas, including neighbouring 
subject areas such as LIS, as also observed by Menne-Haritz (2004). Within the emerging field of digital 
archives, the key emerging trends are authenticity, digital signature, migration, encapsulation, digital 
certification and social network (Gilliland & McKemmish, 2004). 
 
In New Zealand, only Bakker (1998) has conducted an analysis of ARM research trends, which analysed 
research literature published in the Archifacts journal in the period from 1977 to 1996, and found that 
while the profession was not fully grown, was on its way to maturity.  However, she identified several 
ARM topics that were neglected in New Zealand research literature, most notably archival theory on 
current practice, and the subsequent gaps in theoretical knowledge that can be drawn upon by other 
researchers.  No subject analyses of New Zealand LIS research literature were able to be located to 
date.  Despite this, research has been conducted recently on the use of the research by LIS 
professionals. The Dunedin Library Research Group analysed the amount of research conducted in the 
workplace by New Zealand information professionals, and found that research was typically initiated 
to meet a present need, or to provide answers and directions likely to affect library operations (Finnie 
et al., 2000). King (2011) and Turner (2002) also found that applied research that addresses 
operational concerns most satisfies the requirements of New Zealand information professionals. This 
was reflected in practitioners consulting research in order to support operational activities such as 
decision making, problem solving, planning and evaluation. These findings also reflected those of 
researchers in neighbouring Australia, who found that the most frequently researched topics 
investigated by Australian researchers were practical service activities and research information 
seeking, and that this strong focus on service reflected an attentiveness to applied research to bring 
about improvement to the industry (Rochester, 1995).   
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3. Research Design 
 
3.1. Research Method  
The method for this study is a priori content analysis.  Content analysis is a technique for describing 
and quantifying phenomena, by systematically extracting and evaluating aspects of content in bodies 
of textual material.  By means of analysis, a large body of qualitative information is assigned to 
content-related categories, and reduced to a smaller and more manageable form of representation 
(Berelson, 1952; Cavanagh, 1997; Cole, 1988; Powell, 1997; Roberts, 2001; Rochester, 1995; 
Sandelowski, 1995; Smith, 2000). It allows researchers to test hypotheses about, and enhance their 
understanding of, a set of data (Downe-Wamboldt, 1992; Mellon, 1990; Palvia & Pinjani, 2007).  
Researchers such as Blessinger and Frasier (2007), Stemler (2001) and Weber (1990) assert that 
content analysis can be a useful technique for allowing researchers to discover and describe the focus 
of an individual’s, group’s, institutional or social attention (for example, trends and patterns in 
documents), and can offer insight into the development of a profession, indicating the subject trends 
and major issues that occupy the profession within a given period of time.  In a priori content analysis, 
the categories are established prior to the analysis, based upon an existing theory or classification 
system (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Kyngäs & Vanhanen, 1999; Weber, 1990).  In the last few decades, 
its use has steadily grown, and it has been used in LIS research to analyse the content of monographs, 
newspapers, and journals, to investigate such aspects as trends, themes and bias (Bangert-Drowns, 
1984; Neuendorf, 2002; Rochester, 1995; Rosenthal, 1991; Saxton, 2006; Trahan, 1993). 
 
The methods used in the study will involve both qualitative and quantitative elements - a qualitative 
coding system (Zins’ (2007) Classification Scheme of Information Science), and a quantitative analysis 
of the data produced from the coding process (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Morgan, 1993).  Krippendorff 
(2004, p. 16) stresses that “all reading of texts is qualitative, even when certain characteristics of a 
text are later converted to numbers,” and likewise, quantitative research often includes a basic 
qualitative component – qualities, not the phenomena or objects themselves, are measured or 
counted.  As such, without first defining what is being measured or counted, one cannot perform 
quantitative analyses (Barrett, 1983; Diseing, 1971; Fidel, 1984; Fidel, 1993; Gephart, 1988; 
Neuendorf, 2002; Ratcliff, 1983; Trahan, 1993). 
 
3.2. Research Sample 
The population of interest for this study is LIS and ARM research conducted within New Zealand.  As 
Bloor & Wood (2006), Duncan (1989), and Elo & Kyngäs (2008) state, it is important that the sample 
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is representative of the population from which it is selected, so that the findings of the study are able 
to be generalized to the wider population.  Accordingly, journal articles and conference proceedings 
were selected as the analysis units, due to the important role journals and conference papers play in 
scholarly communication and the transmission of research ideas and trends.  As Aharony (2011), 
Davarpanah & Aslekia (2008) and Tuomaala et al. (2014) assert, they represent a picture of a discipline 
and profession, and are often a primary source for indicating emerging new ideas, research patterns, 
and research gaps. Additionally, journal articles and conference proceedings form the core of the 
literature cited in LIS and ARM research, and have been the sole source of data in several recent 
studies of LIS and ARM published research (see Hider & Pymm, 2008; Koufogiannakis et al., 2004; 
Milojević et al., 2011).  
 
Tuomaala et al. (2014) state that if the aim of a study is to give representative account of LIS and ARM 
research, the source data should include all research publication in that field.  Therefore, the selected 
research articles were sampled through a systematic sampling technique methodically selected from 
the larger body of literature.  This has resulted in a purposive sample of research articles published in 
NZL/NZLIMJ and Archifacts.  Together, these two publications have been the core LIS and ARM 
research journals in New Zealand.  The 2004 - 2014 reference period was selected because it was 
considered that a ten-year period would provide an appropriate period length for analysis of trends 
over time in the topics of research articles, as observed in research such as Arredondo et al. (2005), 
Delgado-Romero et al. (2005), Singh & Shelton (2011) and Villani (2001). 
 
3.3. Data Collection 
This study’s data collection involves gathering primary data, which was extracted from the research 
articles selected for analysis.  This data includes the necessary details from the articles – article titles, 
authors, and keywords, as conducted in research studies such as Milojević et al. (2011) and Turcios et 
al. (2014). The keywords were extracted from each of the selected research articles, and recorded in 
a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet, in line with Turcios et al. (2014).  This method was selected because as 
Milojević et al. (2011) have observed, title words, keywords, and descriptors perform a signalling 
function – alerting a reader of a text to its content.  
 
3.4. Data Coding 
The next stage of the investigation was the coding of the collected data.  The titles, abstracts and 
bodies of the articles were read, and then each assigned a category and subcategory.  Each item was 
only assigned one subject category and one subcategory, in line with other studies such as Aharony 
New Zealand Published LIS and ARM Research, 2004 – 2014: A Subject Analysis 
 
Page | 11  
 
(2011) and Tuomaala et al. (2014).  If an item has more than one topic, its main topic was identified 
and it was classified under that category, following Tuomaala et al. (2014).  The results for the articles 
were tabled and analysed chronologically by year, and then compared together for an overall view of 
the literature.  Following Naseer and Mahmood (2014), the data was captured and analysed in 
Microsoft Excel for the topic analysis.   
 
For this study, an existing classificatory framework, Zins’ (2007) Classification Scheme of Information 
Science, was utilized for the coding process.  This classification scheme was selected as it incorporates 
a variety of categories that take account of both the historical and contemporary state of research in 
the LIS discipline, and allows for a variety of research themes to be included.  This latter aspect is 
essential, as fields evolve theoretically, methodologically, and structurally, and so, too, does language, 
both the technical jargon associated with a specific area of inquiry, and everyday terminology 
(Merton, 1968).  Zins’ (2007) classification scheme includes ten key topic categories, which are further 
divided into 85 subcategories, representing areas of intellectual and practical inquiry that have, or 
have had, significance in the field (Larivière et al., 2012).  This scheme was adopted in its entirety for 
this study, in line with Aharony’s (2011) and Tuomaala et al.’s (2014) studies. Since it was created in 
2007, Zins’ classification scheme has been utilized 101 times by other researchers, indicating that it 
has broad interest and recognition, and is a trustworthy classification scheme (Folger et al., 1984). 
 
3.5. Data Analysis 
Once the data was collected and categorized, it was analysed.  This involved entering the data into 
tables and graphs according to the classification scheme, and analysing the results.  These tables were 
then replicated within each of the ten years, to provide a comprehensive analysis of the breakdown 
of the categories. 
 
3.6. Issues of Validity and Reliability 
Research studies are typically evaluated using measures of rigour such as validity and reliability.  Both 
are important to ensure that the findings of a study are sound. 
 
3.6.1. Validity 
Validity is the “extent to which the research produces an accurate version of the world,” (Bloor & 
Wood, 2006, p. 147).  In order for a study to claim validity, the researcher must show that what is 
being described is accurately ‘named’ – that the research process has accurately represented a 
phenomenon which is recognizable to the research community being addressed (Kirk & Miller, 1986; 
New Zealand Published LIS and ARM Research, 2004 – 2014: A Subject Analysis 
 
Page | 12  
 
Lepper, 2000; Weber, 1990).  Validity is of special concern in this study because of the dynamic and 
creative nature of qualitative research, and because of its openness and flexibility (Fidel, 1993) (for 
studies on validity in content analysis, see Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Erlandson et al., 1993; Roberts, 
2001).  Two significant flaws that can occur in content analysis are faulty definitions of categories, and 
non-mutually exclusive and exhaustive categories (Stemler, 2001). 
 
In order to ensure that the findings are valid, the following strategies were employed: 
 
 The structural soundness and utility of the classificatory framework was determined. 
Dilevko & Gottlieb (2009) recommend that the structural soundness and utility of any sort of 
a priori coding system or classificatory framework should be ascertained prior to use.  The 
classification scheme has been reviewed, as well as its usage in a prior study (Aharony, 2011), 
and there is confidence that it is sound.  Stemler (2001) and Weber (1995) assert that in order 
to be valid, categories must be mutually exclusive and exhaustive.  This occurs when no unit 
falls between two data points, and each unit is represented by only one data point – where 
the data language represents all recording units without exception.  These requirements are 
met by Zins’ (2007) Classification Scheme. 
 
 It was ensured that the selected words were a valid measure of the researcher’s concept. 
To improve validity, a table is included (see Table 1 on page 13), with key words used to show 
how interpretations are made from the data. 
 
 It was ensured the data record is complete. When documents are being assembled for 
content analysis, it is necessary to ensure that a substantial numbers of documents are not 
missing, or that any inappropriate records (that do not meet the criteria required for analysis) 
are discarded (Stemler, 2001).  The sample was checked to ensure that it is complete and no 
records are inappropriate (not meeting the requirements of the sample). 
 
 The data collection and analysis process was reviewed throughout.  Naseer and Mahmood 
(2014) recommend regularly reviewing items during the entire process to remove any 
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3.6.2. Reliability 
Reliability is the “extent to which research produces the same results when replicated,” (Bloor & 
Wood, 2006, p. 147).  This means that the findings must be shown to be independent of the 
circumstances of the research - that the research process would yield the same result if it were 
repeated (Kirk & Miller, 1986; Lepper, 2000).   
 
While content analysis is considered as a systematic, replicable technique, it can be argued that 
reliability is an extremely difficult standard to achieve in practice with qualitative research methods, 
as different researchers will generally always produce different versions of the social world (Berelson, 
1952; Bloor & Wood, 2006; Krippendorff, 1980; Stemler, 2001; Weber, 1990).   
 
As such, the following strategies were utilized to improve the reliability of the study: 
 
 Accurate selection, collection and presentation of data was ensured.  Data was selected, 
collected and presented in line with the outlines of the initial proposal. 
 
 Coding categories’ parameters were clearly defined.  Weber (1990) notes, “Reliability 
problems usually grow out of the ambiguity of word meanings, category definitions, or other 
coding rules,” (p. 15).  Accordingly, it is important to clearly define the parameters of a 
category (Saxton, 2006).  Stemler (2001) asserts that developing a set of explicit recording 
instructions is one of the most critical steps in content analysis.  In order to ensure that the 
research is reliable, and can therefore is able to be reproduced by other researchers, a table 
is included with the findings of examples of important keywords that can be found in each 
article, to differentiate each category from one another.  This table can be seen below: 
 
Table 1: Examples of Keywords in Each Category 
Category Examples 
Data Organization and Retrieval  Subject headings, indexing, data mining, cataloguing, MARC, 
classification, controlled vocabulary, description, Dewey 
Decimal Classification, Library of Congress Classification, 
RDA, FRBR, metadata, bibliographic records 
Diffusion Studies N/A 
Foundations of Information Science History, biography, theory, model, paradigm, practice, 
profession, librarianship 
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Information/Learning Society Information literacy, skills, training, literacy, learning, 
teaching, classes, workshop, programme, professional 
development, education, e-learning, classroom, curriculum, 
mentoring, professional development, summer reading 
programme 
Information Ethics and Law Legislation, policy, copyright, access, freedom of information, 
equity, standards, open access, open source, censorship, 
freedom of speech, ownership 
Information Industry Economics 
and Management 
Management, collection development, building design, 
processes, workflow, project management, strategy, 
outsourcing, appraisal, preservation, conservation, 
knowledge management, planning, implementation, 
valuation, asset management, selection, exhibition, disaster 
management, marketing, storage, promotion, acquisitions 
Information Technology Electronic delivery, software, website, digital security, 
information retrieval, search engine, search tools, federated 
searching, interface, infrastructure, network, systems 
analysis, discovery tools, Web 2.0, wiki, internet 
Methodology Survey, questionnaire, service quality, assessment, 
qualitative, quantitative, research, data, trends, 
measurement, performance indicators, tool, analysis, results 
Social Information Science Community, engagement, support, biculturalism, 
bilingualism, multiculturalism, empowerment, 
demographics, diversity, genealogy, identity 
User Studies Information needs, information seeking behaviour, users, 
trial, response, views, perceptions, usability testing, 
accessibility, user needs, expectations, attitudes, information 
behaviour, research behaviour 
 
 Thorough records documenting the process of analysis are maintained throughout. Using a 
research diary and tables, so that others can follow the process. Weber (1990) observes that 
“To make valid inferences from the text, it is important that the classification procedure be 
reliable in the sense of being consistent: Different people should code the same text in the 
same way,” (p. 12).  As such, one person will complete the task for consistent assignment of 
the categories, in line with Naseer and Mahmood (2014) and Palvia et al. (2003).  For the 
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coding, items/articles will be assigned to a subject category and sub-category. An article will 
only be assigned to one subject category and one subcategory.   
 
3.7. Limitations and Delimitations 
As with any study, this project has limitations.  This may have implications for research methods and 
analysis of data during the course of this study.  These include: 
 
3.7.1. Limitations 
 Population Size 
Due to the relatively small size of the New Zealand population and its LIS and ARM 
communities, the population of interest in the study, are comparatively small, and this is 
reflected in the research literature published through New Zealand channels.  International 
researchers in a variety of disciplines, such as Cornelius (2009), Jacobson (1997) and 
Moghadam et al. (2011) make note of the concept of small country exception in research.  
Work done in small countries can been tested against international data, in order to identify 
any exceptions to the general rules found; analysis or theory can then be adjusted or amended 
accordingly. 
 
 Single Journal Analysis 
The NZLIMJ and Archifacts are the only LIS- and ARM-focused research journals published in 
New Zealand.  While there are limitations to only using one research journal from each field 
for data, Rochester (1995) asserts that the majority of a country’s professional research will 
be published in their core research journals, and Harter & Hooten (1992) assert that the 
findings from an analysis of a sample of articles from a single journal provide information 
about the trends or developments of individual journals.  Researchers such as Bakri & Willett 
(2008, 2009), Bonnevie (2003), Coleman (2007), Furner (2009), Harter & Hooten (1992), Lipetz 
(1999), Nebelong-Bonnevie & Frandsen (2006), Peritz & Bar-Ilan (2002), Tsay (2008) and 
Wormell (2000) have successfully conducted single-journal investigations, examining aspects 
such as authorship patterns and referencing behavior, as well as subject analyses.  
 
 Magnitude of Study 
Due to degree requirements, the study needed to take place over a six-month period. This 
constrains the overall time that study needed to be completed in, and therefore places a limit 
on the extent of the study. In addition to this, the study needed to be written in a final report 
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inside the prescribed word count of 10,000 words.  This has had to be taken into account in 
selecting the scope of the study, and accordingly has led to the restrictions placed on the 
overall magnitude of the study, and the size of the sample selected.  
 
3.7.2. Delimitations 
 Data Sample 
Only research literature from NZLIMJ, Archifacts, and the LIANZA and ARANZ conference 
proceedings made up the data sample to be analysed.  Following Aharony (2011), Tuomaala 
et al. (2014) and Turcios et al. (2014)’s methods, letters, short notes, reports, meeting 
abstracts, book reviews and editorial columns, as well as literature published in other journals, 
popular magazines and newspapers, books, book chapters, reports and theses were not 
included in the study’s sample.  While including these various types of popular research would 
make for a more complete picture of issues within the New Zealand LIS field, and feasibly 
make the findings generalizable to a large population, it was decided to exclude them, in order 
to focus exclusively on one specific type of literature, and therefore, reduce the variability in 
research environments (Trahan, 1993). Content analyses such as Feehan et al. (1987); Järvelin 
and Vakkari (1993); Kumpulainen (1991), Nour (1985) and Pettigrew & McKechnie (2001) all 
focus exclusively on research articles as their units of analysis.  In addition, as Ashcroft & 
McIvor (2000), Davies (2012), and McNicol & Dalton (2004) have observed, given the speed of 
developments in the fields, particularly in the areas of new technologies, initial findings of 
longer projects such as those published in books, may be outdated by the time the final report 
is published. Academic journals and conference proceedings bring the benefits of research 
findings to the user and research communities far sooner.  They are also an easier commodity 
to research as they are relatively accessible, and can be more easily restricted to a specific 
timeframe (Kumpulainen, 1991). As such, Rochester (1995) argues that journal articles and 
conference proceedings are the main method of reporting research to the professional 
communities, and that the findings of research such as theses and funded research reports 
are often published as research journal articles or conference papers.  Consequently, Larivière 
et al. (2012) and Nisonger (1999) have observed journal articles and conference proceedings 
to be the most popular unit of analysis for LIS and ARM researchers.  Rosenthal (1979, p. 638) 
observes “the file drawer problem” – that only published data is available for analysis, and 
that this research may incur an inherent bias towards certain research topics.  However, Glass 
et al. (1981) argue that analysing only material approved by professional bodies ensures the 
poor quality research is not included, and that sound research will be the target of the study.   
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 Domestically Published Research 
It is important to note that a large portion of LIS research and studies are not in fact published 
in locally-based journals or conferences, but are instead published in overseas or international 
publications.  
 
 Single Country Analysis 
New Zealand LIS and ARM professionals, like their counterparts overseas, publish in 
international journals to gain visibility in the global research arena (Lee & Yang, 2011; 
Rochester, 1995; Sin, 2006; Wilson et al., 2011). However, the research experience of others 
countries indicates that examining a specific country’s core publication outlets – the ones 
most consistently published in, and that play an important role in the national LIS discourse in 
terms of engagement with a profession – is a sound approach (see Uzun, 2002; Wilson et al., 
2011).  As such, research studies such as Feehan et al. (1987), Kumpulainen (1991) and Nour 
(1985) chose to deliberately exclude internationally published research articles. In addition, 
looking to international journals may lead to doubling up of published research – research 
published originally in New Zealand publications and then published in international outlets.   
 
 Single Researcher Bias 
As categories are being assigned by one person, it is unavoidable in this study that a certain 
degree of subjectivity will be found.  Greater objectivity could have been achieved by having 
multiple examiners, as in Aharony (2011).  However, it was not possible to utilize multiple 
researchers to assign the categories, and using one researcher is effective at ensuring 
consistency of coding, as has been the case in other content analyses such as Davies (2012) 
and Palvia et al. (2003).  However, in order to overcome this bias, I recruited a volunteer to 
code a sample of the total data, to ensure inter-rater reliability (IRR). 
 
3.8. Inter-Rater Reliability 
As this study utilized only one coder to analyse the data sample, and due to the qualitative nature of 
the data analysis, it was considered necessary to have an additional volunteer code a sample of the 
data to ensure inter-rater reliability (IRR). The assessment of IRR provides a way of quantifying the 
degree of agreement between coders who independently classify a set of objects, and ensures that 
the data collected in a study are correct representations of the variables measured – something that 
is especially important in qualitative studies where variability can arise between human observers in 
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how they interpret research objects (McHugh, 2012).  Therefore, it was important to implement 
guidelines for the secondary coder to reduce the amount of variability in how they interpreted and 
recorded the data, and accordingly, instructions were provided on coding the sample. Ultimately, it 
was expected that two coders coding the same objects under the same conditions would achieve a 
high level of consistency in their scores, with this indicating that the data collected are correct 
representations of the variables measured, and that there can be confidence in the results of the study 
- research data is meaningful only when data collectors record data that accurately represents the 
objects being analysed (McHugh, 2012). 
 
To calculate the IRR, Cohen’s Kappa coefficient (κ) was used.  It was selected as it is a robust and widely 
used statistic to assess the extent to which two raters agree over the classification of qualitative 
features into mutually exclusive categories (Allen & Bennett, 2012; Hallgren, 2012; McHugh, 2012).  It 
is considered a refinement on the traditionally used percentage agreement, in that it was developed 
to account for chance, or random, agreement, something not taken into account in traditional percent 
agreement.  It can range from -1 to +1, with 0 representing the amount of agreement that can be 
expected from random chance, and 1 representing perfect agreement (Cohen, 1960; Landis & Koch, 
1977; Marston, 2010).  
 
The sample size was 20 research articles, of the overall 762 articles.  While this could be considered 
to be a small sample of the overall data count, selecting a subset of subjects of this size for IRR analysis 
was deemed the most practical, due to the time and resource constraints of the research project.  This 
allowed fewer overall ratings to be made, and IRR for the subset of objects may be used to generalize 
to the full sample (Hallgren, 2012).  As the objects were all rated by the same two coders, in a fully 
crossed design, it controls any systematic bias that may be present. 
 
For the sample data, it is concluded that the IRR of this study is sound, as the obtained Kappa of 0.94 
for the major categories analysed, and 0.72 for the more specific subcategories, are both greater than 
the acceptable threshold of 0.70.  In addition, the analysis of the major categories falls in the 0.81-1.0 
as almost perfect agreement, and the analysis of the subcategories falls in the 0.61 – 0.80 substantial 
agreement range (Cohen, 1960; Landis & Koch, 1977).  It is worth noting that IRR is affected by the 
fineness of discriminations in the data that coders must make; when coders are required to make finer 
discriminations, reliability is more difficult to obtain (McHugh, 2012).  This is reflected in the lower 
Kappa for the more specific subcategories than for the broader major categories.   
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4. Results and Discussion 
 
4.1. Distribution of Literature across Channels 
The sample of research literature consisted of 762 research articles and papers.  The majority (392, or 
51.44 per cent) were LIANZA conference papers. The next largest group was ARANZ conference papers 
(a total of 206, or 27.04 per cent), followed by NZLIMJ articles (90, or 11.81 per cent), and finally 
Archifacts articles (74, or 9.71 per cent).  This can be seen represented below: 
 
Table 2: Distribution of Literature across Channels 
Journal Name Number of Articles Percentage 
New Zealand Library and Information Management Journal  90 11.81 
Archifacts 74 9.71 
LIANZA Conference Proceedings 392 51.44 
ARANZ Conference Proceedings 206 27.04 
Total 762 100 
 
A visual representation of this data can be seen below: 
  
 
Figure 1: Distribution of Literature across Channels 
 
This can be further broken down into the distribution of articles across channels over time.  The 











DISTRIBUTION OF LITERATURE ACROSS CHANNELS
New Zealand Published LIS and ARM Research, 2004 – 2014: A Subject Analysis 
 
Page | 20  
 
fluctuations can be attributed to a number of causes, including as part of the industries’ responses to 
major events (most notably the devastation of the Canterbury earthquakes), which saw smaller 
conferences that year, and also changing publication patterns of the journals (for example, the 2014 
change from a bi-annual to tri-annual publishing of NZLIMJ). 
 
Table 3: Distribution of Literature across Channels by Year 







2004 9 5 33 10 57 
2005 5 6 26 36 73 
2006 6 3 39 8 56 
2007 10 5 41 21 77 
2008 8 5 35 15 63 
2009 9 16 33 30 88 
2010 9 4 26 23 62  
2011 8 9 30 4 51 
2012 9 6 24 21 60  
2013 4 8 53 N/A  65 
2014 13 7 52 38 110  
Total 90 74 392 206  762 
 
These trends can be seen below: 
 








2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Distribution of Literature across Channels by Year
NZLIMJ/NZL Archifacts
LIANZA Conference Proceedings ARANZ Conference Proceedings
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4.2. Analysis of Subject Trends in Research Literature 
Overall, between 2004 and 2014, by far the research topic that was the topic of the most research 
was Information Industry Economics and Management, with 35 per cent of the overall research 
articles analysed.  This category includes topics such as collection management, databases, 
information centre and library management, information management and knowledge management 
(Zins, 2007).  The next topic of note was Information/Learning Society, which made up 21 per cent of 
the research literature.  This included such topics as electronic learning, social and cultural aspects of 
the information society, information literacy, lifelong learning, and Information Science education.  On 
the other end of the spectrum, Diffusion Studies received no research in the literature, and 
Methodology received just 2 per cent of the research literature.  
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Table 4: Distribution of Topics in Research Literature, 2004 – 2014 
Ranking Category Frequency Percentage 
1 Information Industry Economics and Management 263 34.51% 
2 Information/Learning Society 159 20.87% 
3 Information Ethics and Law 70 9.19% 
4 Social Information Science 68 8.92% 
5 Information Technology 60 7.87% 
6 Foundations of Information Science 57 7.48% 
7 Data Organization and Retrieval 42 5.51% 
8 User Studies 30 3.95% 
9 Methodology 13 1.70% 
10 Diffusion Studies 0 0.00% 
 Total 762 100% 
 
This table is replicated for each of the years in the time period, to provide a comprehensive analysis 
and comparison of the breakdown of the categories: 
 




























2004 7.00% 0.00% 8.78% 19.30% 1.75% 38.60% 5.26% 0.00% 12.30% 7.00% 
2005 5.48% 0.00% 9.59% 20.57% 2.73% 36.99% 2.73% 0.00% 19.18% 2.73% 
2006 3.57% 0.00% 3.57% 14.29% 12.50% 30.37% 10.71% 10.71% 7.14% 7.14% 
2007 3.90% 0.00% 11.69% 14.28% 14.28% 35.07% 14.28% 2.60% 2.60% 1.30% 
2008 9.52% 0.00% 4.76% 9.52% 19.05% 30.16% 4.76% 1.59% 14.29% 6.35% 
2009 5.68% 0.00% 7.95% 20.45% 14.77% 26.14% 10.23% 2.28% 11.36% 1.14% 
2010 3.23% 0.00% 8.06% 22.58% 8.07% 37.10% 8.06% 0.00% 4.84% 8.06% 
2011 5.88% 0.00% 9.81% 25.50% 5.88% 33.33% 5.88% 0.00% 7.84% 5.88% 
2012 8.34% 0.00% 6.66% 18.33% 6.67% 40.00% 8.34% 1.66% 8.34% 1.66% 
2013 4.61% 0.00% 4.62% 29.23% 4.61% 32.31% 10.77% 1.54% 9.23% 3.08% 
2014 4.54% 0.00% 6.35% 30.00% 8.17% 39.08% 5.45% 0.00% 3.63% 2.78% 
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The research literature was and compared against each other to analyse trends over time.  
 
 
Figure 4: Distribution of Topics in Research Literature by Year, 2004 – 2014 
 
Information Industry Economics and Management and Information/Learning Society, respectively, 
were consistently the first and second most researched topics in each year.  Equally, Diffusion Studies 
were not topics that were the subjects of any New Zealand research literature, and Methodology was 
also a research area that was little studied (2 per cent of the overall, and between 0 and 2.6 per cent 
each year, with the exception of one spike to 10.71 per cent in 2006).  There is significantly less 
theoretical or philosophical research in the areas.  This can be observed in the lack of research 
conducted on theoretical underpinnings of the discipline.  This reflects the findings of Tuomaala et al. 
(2014) who have observed that since 1985, there has been a decrease in research on methodological 
research in wider international LIS research literature, and Bakker (1998), whose subject analysis of 
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New Zealand ARM literature identified a need for more research and discussion on theories, principles 
and concepts underpinning the profession. 
 
The topic of User Studies (including subcategories such as user information needs and information 
behaviors) has fluctuated from year to year, but has overall experienced a decline from 2004 to 2014.  
This was found to be interesting, as in international literature, user studies have experienced growth 
in recent decades (Bronstein, 2007; McBain et al., 2013; Basefsky, 1999; Coutts, 1997).  However, 
results of this study may be due to the comparatively narrow range of the subjects within the category, 
and the interest in research literature in other similar research topics that also have a strong user 
focus, such as Information/Learning Society topics such as information literacy and lifelong learning.  
Likewise, the topic of Social Information Science (including subcategories such as the information 
needs of different cultures, power and ethics, and community information) has also slightly declined 
overall from 2004 to 2014, and this can largely be attributed to similar reasons. 
 
The topic of Information Technology, which includes such topics as website construction, systems 
analysis, search tools, information retrieval system and document delivery systems, has slightly 
increased from 2004 to 2004.  However, while there was a slight increase, it was not in line with the 
significant increase observed earlier in international literature, by researchers such as Ashcroft and 
McIvor (2000) and Saracevic (1999).  This can be partially by explained by the analysis process – that 
as each article was only placed into one category, it was possible to miss other trends occurring - for 
example, over time it was observed that while Information Industry Economics and Management and 
Information/Learning Society were consistently the most dominant research themes, the subjects of 
these papers changed. For example, Willemse's (2014) research on librarians' mentoring relationships, 
and the role that social media had played in these relationships - the tensions between traditional and 
new, informal forms of mentoring, and the use of social media to identify mentors (Willemse, 2014).  
This is an issue that international researchers have also observed in their analyses – a dynamic change 
in the research themes, from traditional single-subject areas to complex subject areas - strong 
diversification, including a variety of neighbouring subject areas (Kim and Lee, 2008; Menne-Haritz, 
2004).  
 
The topic of Information Ethics and Law, which includes such topics as censorship, copyright, free 
access to information and information policies, has experienced overall growth from 2004 to 2014.  
This can be seen in technological developments and the resulting ethical and legal issues resulting 
from them which have been of interest to information professionals, most notably copyright and open 
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access issues associated with digital resources, and legislation passed in New Zealand during this time 
that has affected the information industry, such as the Public Records Act 2005, the Privacy 
Amendment Acts 2005, 2006, 2007, 2009, 2011 and 2013, the Copyright (New Technologies) 
Amendment Act 2008 and Copyright Amendment Acts 2005 and 2011.  The Public Records Act 2005 
introduced a new recordkeeping framework, and has significant impact for ARM professionals.  This 
can be seen in literature such as Stewart’s (2008) research on the interrelationship between the Public 
Records Act and the Privacy Act, and Thompson’s (2012) research on legislative requirements to 
destroy records that supersede.  In addition, research such as Staincliffe’s (2006) work on the 
implications of copyright policies in the digital environment, and Cheer’s (2009) work on copyright law 
in the New Zealand context also demonstrate the concerns of information professionals regarding 
copyright laws in the evolving digital environment. 
 
The topic of Foundations of Information Science, which includes such topics as archival science, the 
history of information science, information science as a profession, and the history of institutions and 
professionals, has experienced a slight decline in recent years.  There have been some occasions that 
have arisen during the research period, such as the WW100, which has encouraged historical research 
in the field.  However, overall the findings reflect international research, such as Ellis’ (2012) analysis 
of literature in the United Kingdom, which found that there has been declining research interest in 
historical research into the profession.  
 
The topic of Data Organization and Retrieval, which includes topics such as classification schemes, 
indexing, metadata, and vocabulary control, has also experience decline during the period analysed.  
This reflects a shift which has been observed in international literature – that while in early years of 
the discipline, specific archives- and library‐oriented activities such as appraisal, cataloguing, 
classification, and preservation were frequently researched, there has been a shift away from the 
traditional archives- and library-focused approach (Brichford, 1988; Bronstein, 2007; McBain et al., 
2013; Basefsky, 1999; Coutts, 1997; Cox, 1987; Gilliland-Swetland, 1992; Stephens, 1998; and Vakkari, 
1994). 
 
It was also notable that there were clusters of research - for example, when an issue of a journal, or a 
conference had a specific theme, such as ARANZ’s 2008 conference, ‘Collaborating towards a 
networked future’, which emphasised the role of the internet, email and digitisation in archival work.  
This may have resulted in skews in the data.  However, most conferences had broad themes that 
encouraged a variety of research topics.  The impact of specific events on research outputs can also 
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be observed - most notably, the devastating 2010 and 2011 Canterbury earthquakes and their 
aftermath.  This raised issues such as disaster preparedness and response for LIS and ARM services 
after major natural disasters, and in the aftermath, gave researchers the opportunity to reconsider 
traditional ideas of LIS and ARM services in the creation of new spaces in Canterbury.  For example, 
Fox's (2014) research on Christchurch user perceptions of design and Annan and Thompson's (2013) 
case study three of central Christchurch's post-earthquake library projects.  Another issue that was 
the subject of research attention was and the 2010 amalgamation of Auckland’s seven city and district 
councils into the one ‘Super City’, and resulting amalgamation of Auckland libraries.  The implications 
for the affected libraries and their staff was covered by a number of researchers, include Dobbie et 
al.’s (2013) examination of knowledge management within the new Auckland Libraries, Daley’s (2014) 
fiction genre labelling project to manage a collection that was now shared across 55 libraries across 
Auckland, and Lahatte et al.’s (2010) research into the libraries’ MyCard project, and its resulting 
logistical challenges.  These support Ryan and Lomas (2007) observation that practitioners can have a 
preference to present research that shares an experience of a project of local applicability. 
 
Ultimately, the findings reflect the different academic and professional cultures between New Zealand 
and overseas. New Zealand LIS and ARM literature demonstrates an interest in issues that affect 
information centres and information professionals in a practical sense - for example, collection 
management, information centre and library management, and information literacy were topics that 
were consistently researched throughout the time period analysed.  Case studies were also most 
frequently the chosen mode of research - it was observed that case studies reporting on projects 
within a specific setting were frequently reported.  This supports previous findings that in New 
Zealand, research is typically undertaken to meet a present need, or to provide answers and directions 
likely to affect library operations, and that applied research that addresses operational concerns most 
satisfies the requirements of New Zealand LIS professionals – for example, to support operational 
activities such as decision making, problem solving, planning and evaluation (Finnie et al., 2000; King, 
2011; Turner, 2002).  This is also reflected in international literature, which has observed researchers 
are consistently predominantly interested in practical issues that face the profession (Blessinger and 
Frasier, 2007; McNicol and Dalton, 2000; Woods and Booth, 2013).  However, within this, there has 
been observed a shift in research from investigating elements such as cataloguing and reference work, 
to investigating information service delivery, developing systems for end users and supporting them 
to become information literate (González‐Alcaide et al., 2008; Hjørland, 2002; Koufogiannakis et al., 
2004; Larivière et al., 2012; Tuomaala et al. 2014; Vakkari, 1994; Zhao & Strotmann, 2008).  
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This study endeavoured to provide a categorised analysis of subject trends in LIS and ARM research 
literature produced in New Zealand between 2004 and 2014.  It was found that the topics consistently 
receiving the most attention were Information Industry Economics and Management and 
Information/Learning Society, on topics such as collection management, information center and 
library management, information literacy and social and cultural aspects of the information society.  
Conversely, the topics receiving the least attention in New Zealand published LIS and ARM research 
from 2004 to 2014 are Diffusion Studies, which did not receive any research attention, and 
Methodology, which consistently received very low research attention.  These topics included 
communication and message theory, quantitative and qualitative research and bibliometrics. There 
were also several other observable changes in the topics of research focus in the literature, with a 
decline in the topics of Data Organization and Retrieval, Foundations of Information Science, Social 
Information Science and User Studies, and an increase in Information Ethics and Law, Information 
Technology.  Overall, there is significantly less theoretical or philosophical research in the New Zealand 
research literature, which can be observed in the lack of research conducted on theoretical 
underpinnings of the discipline.  Instead, there is a strong focus on practical research topics, or case 
studies of projects undertaken in institutions. 
 
While this study was intended to provide a subject analysis of LIS and ARM research literature 
published in New Zealand, but is by no means exhaustive.  Researchers such Onyancha & Ocholla 
(2004) and Onyancha (2008) have observed the preference of authors in small or developing countries 
to publish in foreign or international journals, largely due to these journals’ perceived increased 
recognition, and higher potential for citations.  Therefore, possible future research could examine New 
Zealand LIS and ARM researchers’ published research in international publications or conferences.  In 
addition, researchers in other countries can also use this study to conduct similar studies to explore 
research literature trends in their own setting, which will add to the existing international LIS body of 
knowledge.  
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1. Zins’ Classification Scheme of Information Science 
 
Category Sub-categories 










The semantic web; 
Thesauri; 
Vocabulary control. 
Diffusion Studies Communication theory; 
Information centres and libraries; 
Information dissemination; 
Message theory; 
Foundations of Information Science Archival Science; 
History of Information Science and Librarianship; 
History of Knowledge Formats (manuscripts, print and 
digital); 
History of libraries and librarians; 
Information Science epistemology; 
Library and Information Science as a profession. 
Information/Learning Society Electronic learning; 
Social and cultural aspects of the information society; 
Social communication; 
Sociology of knowledge; 
Information literacy; 
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Information Science education; 
Lifelong learning. 




Free access to information; 
Information policies; 
Internet crime. 






Electronic commerce;  
Information centres and library management; 




Information Technology Artificial intelligence; 
Communication and computer networks; 
Digital security systems; 
Document delivery systems; 
Human-computer interaction; 
Information architecture; 






Structure of computerized systems; 
Systems analysis; 
Website construction; 
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Quantitative and qualitative research; 
Webometrics. 
Social Information Science Community information; 
Health information centres; 
Information diffusion in multi-cultural societies; 
Information education; 
Information needs of different cultures; 
Power and ethics; 
Printed and electronic self-help sources; 
Social information banks; 
Social information sections in school and public libraries; 
The social information scientist. 





Usability of web information; 
User-information. 
 
